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DETAILED ACTION 



1 . This action is in response to applicants' amendment filed on June 26. 2007. 
Claims 1-22 are now pending in the present application. This office action is made final. 



Drawings 

2. The drawings were received on June 26, 2007. These drawings are accepted.. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining . 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

7. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
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were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S. C. 103(a). 

8. Claims 1 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sasaki (United States Patent No.: 5,761,438) in view of Degermark et al (Network 
Working Group, Request for Comments: 2507, February 1999) and further in view of 
Olsson et al (United States Patent No.: US 6,577,596 B1). 

Consider claim 1, Sasaki clearly shows and discloses a method for transmitting 
compressed packet data in a packet communication network, comprising the steps of: 
determining an operating state of the network and deciding a period for transmitting a 
full packet based on said operating state and transmitting full packets during periodic 
transmission times according to the decided full packet transmission period and 
transmitting compressed packets during other transmission times (abstract, column 1 
lines 43-49, column 4 lines36-43, figures 5 and 8). 

However Sasaki does not specifically disclose that the compressed packets 
have compressed headers. 

In the same field of endeavor Degermark et al disclose a method for header 
compression wherein uncompressed headers are transmitted during periodic 
transmission (F_Max_Period) times according to a decided full-packet transmission 
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period, and compressed packets are transmitted during other transmission times (page 
42 section 14). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to transmit uncompressed headers during periodic 
transmission times and uncompressed headers during other transmission times as 
disclosed by Degermark et al in the method of Sasaki for the purpose of improving the 
efficiency of transmission in a system transmitting packet data having a compressed 
header. 

Nonetheless, Sasaki as modified by Degermark et al do not specifically teach 
that if the operating sate of the network is determined to be congested, the period for 
transmitting a full packet is set to be small, such that uncompressed headers are 
transmitted more often. 

In the same field of endeavor Olsson et al teach that if the operating sate of the 
network is determined to be congested, the period for transmitting a full packet is set to 
be small, such that uncompressed headers are transmitted more often (according to 
figure 5B, it is determined in steps 556,557 and 560 whether the queues are full i.e. 
congested and in the case when the queues are full , header compression is not 
performed. Otherwise, header compression may be performed (column 10 lines 39-65). 
In figure 6, header compression may be performed when queues are not full, i.e. not 
congested (column 11 lines 37-55). 
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Therefore it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to set the period for transmitting full packets small when 
the network is congested such that uncompressed headers are transmitted more often 
as taught by Olsson et al in the method of Sasaki as modified by Degermark et al in 
order to prevent delays and disruption of real time data caused by having to re-transmit 
full headers. 

Consider claim 1 3, Sasaki clearly shows and discloses an apparatus for 

* 

transmitting packet data in a packet communication network, comprising: a controller for 
determining an operating state of the network (network's busy-state monitoring unit 8a 
and 8b) and deciding a period for transmitting a full packet based on said operating 
state; and a transmitter (network transmission/reception unit 7a and 7b) for transmitting 
full packets during periodic transmission times based on the decided full-packet 
transmission period, and transmitting compressed packets during other transmission 
times (abstract, column 1 lines 43-49, column 4 lines36-43, figure 5 and 6).. 

However Sasaki does not specifically disclose that the compressed packets 
have compressed headers. 

In the same field of endeavor Degermark et al disclose a method for header 
compression wherein uncompressed headers are transmitted during periodic 
transmission (F_Max_Period) times according to a decided full-packet transmission 
period, and compressed packets are transmitted during other transmission times (page 
42 section 14). 
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Therefore it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to transmit uncompressed headers during periodic 
transmission times and uncompressed headers during other transmission times as 
disclosed by Degermark et al in the apparatus of Sasaki for the purpose of improving 
the efficiency of transmission in a system transmitting packet data having a compressed 
header. 

Nonetheless, Sasaki as modified by Degermark et al do not specifically teach 
that if the operating sate of the network is determined to be congested, the period for 
transmitting a full packet is set to be small by the controller, such that uncompressed 
headers are transmitted more often. 

In the same field of endeavor Olsson et al teach that if the operating sate of the 
network is determined to be congested, the period for transmitting a full packet is set to 
be small, such that uncompressed headers are transmitted more often (according to 
figure 5B, it is determined in steps 556,557 and 560 whether the queues are full i.e. 
congested and in the case when the queues are full , header compression is not 
performed. Otherwise, header compression may be performed (column 10 lines 39-65). 
In figure 6, header compression may be performed when queues are not full, i.e. not 
congested (column 1 1 lines 37-55). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to set the period for transmitting full packets small when 
the network is congested such that uncompressed headers are transmitted more often 
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as taught by Olsson et al in the apparatus of Sasaki as modified by Degermark et al in 
order to prevent delays and' disruption of real time data caused by having to re-transmit 
full headers. 

9. Claims 2 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sasaki (United States Patent No.: 5,761,438) in view of Degermark et al (Network 
Working Group, Request for Comments: 2507, February 1999) and Olsson et al 
(United States Patent No.: US 6,577,596 B1 ) and further in view of Kronz (United States 
Patent Application Publication No.: 2003/0086373 A1). 

Consider claim 2, and as applied to claim 1 above, Sasaki as modified by 
Degermark et al and Olsson et al fail to disclose a method wherein the step of deciding 
the transmission period comprises the steps of producing a packet retransmission ratio 
as a ratio of the number of retransmitted packets to the number of packets transmitted 
in a latest period of measurement of the operating state of the network; and deciding the 
full-packet transmission period based on said packet retransmission ratio. 

In the same field of endeavor Kronz discloses a transmission method wherein a 
retransmission ratio is calculated to estimate the current congestion level in the network 
(page 3 paragraphs [0041]-[0044]). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to use the retransmission ratio to estimate the current 
congestion level in the network as disclosed by Kronz in the method of Sasaki as 
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modified by Degermark et al and Olsson et al for the purpose of deciding the full-packet 
transmission period. 

Consider claim 14, and as applied to claim 13 above, Sasaki as modified by 
Degermark et al and Olsson et al fail to disclose an apparatus wherein the controller 
produces a packet retransmission ratio as a ratio of the number of retransmitted packets 
to the number of packets transmitted in a latest period of measurement of the operating 
state of the network; and deciding the full-packet transmission period based on said' 
packet retransmission ratio. 

In the same field of endeavor Kronz discloses a transmission method wherein a 
retransmission ratio is calculated to estimate the current congestion level in the network 
(page 3 paragraphs [0041 ]-[0044]). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to use the retransmission ratio to estimate the current 
congestion level in the network as disclosed by Kronz in the apparatus of Sasaki as 
modified by Degermark et al and Olsson et al for the purpose of deciding the full-packet 
transmission period. 

10. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sasaki 
(UnitedvStates Patent, No.: 5,761 ,438) in view of Degermark et al (Network Working 
Group, Request for Comments: 2507, February 1999), Olsson et al (United States 
Patent No.: US 6,577,596 B1) and Kronz (United States Patent Application Publication 
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No.: 2003/0086373 A1), and further in view of Schulzrinne et al (Network Working 
Group, Request for Comments: 1 889, January 1 996). 

Regarding claim 3, and as applied to claim 2 above, Sasaki as modified by 
Degermark et al , Olsson et al and Kronz fail to disclose that a period for determining 
the operating state of the network is the same as a period for transmitting state 
information according to a real-time transmission protocol (RTP). 

In the same field of endeavor, Schulzrinne et al disclose a real-time transmission 
protocol (RTP), wherein control packets with state information are transmitted 
periodically at intervals of no less than 5 seconds apart (pages 1 5-20). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the 
time the invention was made, to use the same intervals used by the RTP protocol to 
transmit state information as disclosed by Schulzrinne et al in the method of Sasaki as 
modified by Degermark et al, Olsson et al and Kronz in order to determine the operating 
state of the network. 

1 1 . Claims 4-6 and 15-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Sasaki (United States Patent No.: 5,761,438) in view of Degermark et al (Network 
Working Group, Request for Comments: 2507, February 1999), Olsson et al (United 
States Patent No.. US 6,577,596 B1) and Kronz (United States Patent Application 
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Publication No.: 2003/0086373 A1), and further in view of Traversat et al (United States 
Patent Application Publication No.: 2002/0152299 A1). 

Consider claim 4, and as applied to claim 2 above, Sasaki as modified by 
Degermark et al, Olsson et al and Kronz disclose a header compression method 
wherein full header packets (non compressed headers) are transmitted at periodic 
intervals (F_Max_Period) (Degermark: page 11). 

However Sasaki as modified by Degermark et al, Olsson et al and Kronz fail to 
disclose that the full-packet transmission period is decided as a first value if the packet 
retransmission ratio is at or above a predetermined high-level threshold; the full-packet 
1 transmission period is decided as a second value being greater than the first value if the 
packet retransmission ratio is at or below a predetermined low-level threshold; and the 
full-packet transmission period is decided as a third value between the first value and 
the second value if the packet retransmission ratio is between the low-level threshold 
and the high-level threshold. 

In the same field of endeavor, Traversat et al disclose a method for establishing 
reliable connections between peers in a peer-to-peer networking environment wherein 
the size of the transmission window may be dynamically adjusted based upon 
evaluation of the retransmission ratio '(abstract, page 17 paragraph [0185]). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art, at 
the time the invention was made to use the retransmission ratio to adjust the 
transmission window as disclosed by Traversat et al in the method of Sasaki as 
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modified by Degermark et al, Olsson et al and Kronz in order to decide the full-packet 
transmission period. 

Consider claims 5 and 6, and as applied to claim 4 above Sasaki as modified by 
Degermark et al, Olsson et al, Kronz, and Traversat et al disclose a header 
compression method wherein full header packets (non compressed headers) are 
transmitted at periodic intervals (F_Max_Period) (Degermark: page 11) based upon the 
retransmission ratio (Traversat et al: abstract, page 17 paragraph [0185]). 

However Sasaki as modified by Degermark et al, Olsson et al, Kronz, and 
Traversat et al do not expressly disclose deciding the full-packet transmission period to 
be "1" or twice a third value. 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to establish full-packet transmission periods values based on the 
quality and reliability of the network communication channel. Applicant has not 
disclosed that using a period of "1" or twice a third value provides an advantage, is used 
for a particular purpose, or solves a stated problem. One of ordinary skill in the art, 
furthermore, would have expected Applicant's invention to perform equally well with 
other values of the full-packet transmission period because said values are based upon 
the quality and reliability of the network communication channel. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify 
Sasaki as modified by Degermark et al, Olsson et al, Kronz, and Traversat et al to 
obtain the invention as specified in claims 5 and 6. 
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Consider claim 15, and as applied to claim 14 above, Sasaki as modified by 
Degermark et al, Olsson et al and Kronz disclose an apparatus for header compression 
wherein full header packets (non compressed headers) are transmitted at periodic 
intervals (F_Max_Period) (Degermark: page 11). 

However Sasaki as modified by Degermark et al, Olsson et al and Kronz fail to 
disclose that the full-packet transmission period is decided as a first value if the packet 
retransmission ratio is at or above a predetermined high-level threshold; the full-packet 
transmission period is decided as a second value being greater than the first value if the 
packet retransmission ratio is at or below a predetermined low-level threshold; and the 
full-packet transmission period is decided as a third value between the first value and 
the second value if the packet retransmission ratio is between the low-level threshold 
and the high-level threshold. 

In the same field of endeavor, Traversat et al disclose a method for establishing 
reliable connections between peers in a peer-to-peer networking environment wherein 
the size of the transmission window may be dynamically adjusted based upon 
evaluation of the retransmission ratio (abstract, page 17 paragraph [0185]). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art, at 
the time the invention was made to use the retransmission ratio to adjust the 
transmission window as disclosed by Traversat et al in the apparatus of Sasaki as 
modified by Degermark et al, Olsson et al and Kronz in order to decide the full-packet 
transmission period. 
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Consider claims 16 and 17, and as applied to claim 15 above Sasaki as modified 
by Degermark et al, Olsson et al, Kronz, and Traversat et al disclose a header 
compression apparatus wherein full header packets (non compressed headers) are 
transmitted at periodic intervals (F_Max_Period) (Degermark: page 11) based upon the 
retransmission ratio (Traversat et al: abstract, page 17 paragraph [0185]). 

However Sasaki as modified by Degermark et al, Olsson et al, Kronz, and 
Traversat et al do not expressly disclose deciding the full-packet transmission period to 
be "1" or twice a third value. 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to establish full-packet transmission periods values based on the 
quality and reliability of the network communication channel. Applicant has not 
disclosed that using a period of "1" or twice a third value provides an advantage, is used 
for a particular purpose, or solves a stated problem. One of ordinary skill in the art, 
furthermore, would have expected Applicant's invention to perform equally well with 
other values of the full-packet transmission period because said values are based upon 
the quality and reliability of the network communication channel. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify 
Sasaki as modified by Degermark et al, Olsson et al, Kronz, and Traversat et al to 
obtain the invention as specified in claims 16 and 17. 

12. Claims 7,8,18 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Sasaki (United States Patent No.: 5,761,438) in view of Degermark et al (Network 
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Working Group, Request for Comments: 2507, February 1999), Olssbn et al (United 
States Patent No.: US 6,577,596 B1) and further in view of Loguinov (United States 
Patent Application Publication No.: 2002/0124096 A1). 

Consider claim 7, as applied to claim 1 above, and claim 8, as applied to claim 7, 
Sasaki as modified by Degermark et al and Olsson et al fail to disclose a method 
wherein the step of deciding the transmission period comprises the steps of: producing 
a packet retransmission ratio as a ratio of the number of retransmitted packets to the 
number of packets transmitted in a latest period of measurement of the operating state 
of the network; accumulating the produced packet retransmission ratio and other packet 
retransmission ratios produced during previous measurement times and producing an 
average packet retransmission ratio; and deciding the full-packet transmission period 
according to the produced average packet retransmission ratio. 

Claims 7 and 8 essentially disclose the operation of an exponentially weighted 
moving average filter. In the same field of endeavor, Loguinov et al disclose a method 
for estimating retransmission timeout based upon an exponentially weighted moving 
average filter of past round trip times (page 1 paragraphs [0008]-[0010]). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art, at 
the time the invention was made, to use an exponentially weighted moving average filter 
as disclosed by Loguinov et al in the method of Sasaki as modified by Degermark et al 
and Olsson et al in order to produce an average packet retransmission ratio used to 
decide the full-packet transmission period. 
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Consider claim 18, as applied to claim 13 above, and claim 19, as applied to 
claim 18, Sasaki as modified by Degermark et al and Olsson et al fail to disclose an 
apparatus wherein the controller produces a packet retransmission ratio as a ratio of the 
number of retransmitted packets to the number of packets transmitted in a latest period 
of measurement of the operating state of the network; accumulates the produced packet 
retransmission ratio and other packet retransmission ratios produced during previous 
measurement times and produces an average packet retransmission ratio; and decides 
the full-packet transmission period according to the produced average packet 
retransmission ratio. 

Claims 18 and 19 essentially disclose the operation of an exponentially weighted 
moving average filter. In the same field of endeavor, Loguinov et al disclose a method 
for estimating retransmission timeout based upon an exponentially weighted moving 
average filter of past round trip times (page 1 paragraphs [0008]-[0010]). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art, at 
the time the invention was made, to use an exponentially weighted moving average filter 
as disclosed by Loguinov et al in the apparatus of Sasaki as modified by Degermark et 
al and Olsson et al in order to produce an average packet retransmission ratio used to 
decide the full-packet transmission period. 

13. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sasaki 
(United States Patent No.: 5,761,438) in view of Degermark et al (Network Working 
Group, Request for Comments: 2507, February 1999), Olsson et al (United States 
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Patent No.: US 6,577,596 B1) and Loguinov (United States Patent Application 
Publication No.: 2002/0124096 A1) above, and further in view of Schulzrinne et al 
(Network Working Group, Request for Comments: 1889, January 1996). 

Consider claim 9, and as applied to claim 7 above, Sasaki as modified by 
Degermark et al, Olsson et al and Loguinov et al fail to disclose that a period for 
determining the operating state of the network is the same as a period for transmitting 
state information according to a real-time transmission protocol (RTP). 

In the same field of endeavor, Schulzrinne et al disclose a real-time transmission 
protocol (RTP), wherein control packets with state information are transmitted 
periodically at intervals of no less than 5 seconds apart (pages 15-20). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the 
time the invention was made, to use the same intervals used by the RTP protocol to 
transmit state information as disclosed by Schulzrinne et al in the method of Sasaki as 
modified by Degermark et al, Olsson et al and Loguinov et al in order to determine the 
operating state of the network. 

14. Claims 10-12 and 20-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sasaki (United States Patent No.: 5,761,438) in view of Degermark 
et al (Network Working Group, Request for Comments: 2507, February 1999), Olsson et 
al (United States Patent No.: US 6,577,596 B1) and Loguinov (United States Patent 
Application Publication No.: 2002/0124096 A1) and further in view of Traversat (United 
States Patent Application Publication No.: 2002/0152299 A1 ). 
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Consider claim 10, and as applied to claim 7 above, Sasaki as modified by 
Degermark et al, Olsson et al and Loguinov et al disclose a header compression 
method wherein full header packets (non compressed headers) are transmitted at 
periodic intervals (F_Max_Period) (Degermark: page 11). 

However Sasaki as modified by Degermark et al, Olsson et al and Loguinov et al 
fail to disclose that the full-packet transmission period is decided as a first value if the 
packet retransmission ratio is at or above a predetermined high-level threshold; the full- 
packet transmission period is decided as a second value being greater than the first 
value if the packet retransmission ratio is at or below a predetermined low-level 
threshold; and the full-packet transmission period is decided as a third value between 
the first value and the second value if the packet retransmission ratio is between the 
low-level threshold and the high-level threshold. 

In the same field of endeavor, Traversat et al disclose a method for establishing 
reliable connections between peers in a peer-to-peer networking environment wherein 
the size of the transmission window may be dynamically adjusted based upon 
evaluation of the retransmission ratio (abstract, page 17 paragraph [0185]). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art, at 
the time the invention was made to use the retransmission ratio to adjust the 
transmission window as disclosed by Traversat et al in the method of Sasaki as 
modified by Degermark et al, Olsson et al and Loguinov et al in order to decide the full- 
packet transmission period 
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Consider claims 11 and 12, and as applied to claim 10 above Sasaki as modified 
by Degermark et al, Olsson et al Loguinov et al, and Traversat et al disclose a header 

i 

compression method wherein full header packets (non compressed headers) are 
transmitted at periodic intervals (F_Max_Period) (Degermark: page 11) based upon the 
retransmission ratio (Traversat et al: abstract, page 17 paragraph [0185]). 

However Sasaki as modified by Degermark et al, Olsson et al, Loguinov et al, 
and Traversat et al do not expressly disclose deciding the full-packet transmission 
period to be "1 " or twice a third value. 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to establish full-packet transmission periods values based on the 
quality and reliability of the network communication channel. Applicant has not 
disclosed that using a period of "1" or twice a third value provides an advantage, is used 
for a particular purpose, or solves a stated problem. One of ordinary skill in the art, 
furthermore, would have expected Applicant's invention to perform equally well with 
other values of the full-packet transmission period because said values are based upon 
the quality and reliability of the network communication channel. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify 
Sasaki as modified by Degermark et al, Olsson et al, Loguinov et al, and Traversat et al 
to obtain the invention as specified in claims 1 1 and 12. 

Consider claim 20, and as applied to claim 18 above, Sasaki as modified by 
Degermark et al, Olsson et al and Loguinov et al disclose a header compression 
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apparatus wherein full header packets (non compressed headers) are transmitted at 
periodic intervals (F_Max_Period) (Degermark: page 11). 

However Sasaki as modified by Degermark et al, Olsson et al and Loguinov et al 
fail to disclose that the full-packet transmission period is decided as a first value if the 
packet retransmission ratio is at or above a predetermined high-level threshold; the full- 
packet transmission period is decided as a second value being greater than the first 
value if the packet retransmission ratio is at or below a predetermined low-level 
threshold; and the full-packet transmission period is decided as a third value between 
the first value and the second value if the packet retransmission ratio is between the 
low-level threshold and the high-level threshold. 

In the same field of endeavor, Traversat et al disclose a method for establishing 
reliable connections between peers in a peer-to-peer networking environment wherein 
the size of the transmission window may be dynamically adjusted based upon 
evaluation of the retransmission ratio (abstract, page 17 paragraph [0185]). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art, at 
the time the invention was made to use the retransmission ratio to adjust the 
transmission window as disclosed by Traversat et al in the apparatus of Sasaki as 
modified by Degermark et al, Olsson et al and Loguinov et al in order to decide the full- 
packet transmission period. 

Consider claims 21 and 22, and as applied to claim 20 above Sasaki as modified 
by Degermark et al, Olsson et al, Loguinov et al, and Traversat et al disclose a header 
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compression apparatus wherein full header packets (non compressed headers) are 
transmitted at periodic intervals (F_Max_Period) (Degermark: page 11) based upon the 
retransmission ratio (Traversat et al: abstract, page 17 paragraph [0185]). 

However Sasaki as modified by Degermark et al, Olsson et al, Loguinov et al, 
and Traversat et al do not expressly disclose deciding the full-packet transmission 
period to be "1" or twice a third value. 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to establish full-packet transmission periods values based on the 
quality and reliability of the network communication channel. Applicant has not 
disclosed that using a period of "1" or twice a third value provides an advantage, is used 
for a particular purpose, or solves a stated problem. One of ordinary skill in the art, 
furthermore, would have expected Applicant's invention to perform equally well with 
other values of the full-packet transmission period because said values are based upon 
the quality and reliability of the network communication channel. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify 
Sasaki as modified by Degermark et al, Olsson et al, Loguinov et al, and Traversat et al 
to obtain the invention as specified in claims 21 and 22. 

Response to Arguments 

15. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1 and 13 have been considered but 
are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 
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Conclusion 

16. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

17. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Miyazaki et al (United States Patent No.: 6,914,903 B1) teach a 
data transmission apparatus and method for transmitting an uncompressed packet 
followed by compressed packet. Yoshimura et al (United States Patent Publication No.: 
2001/0048680 A1) teach a method and apparatus for packet transmission with header 
compression. Jacobson (Network Working Group Request for Comments 1144, 
February 1990) teaches a method for compressing TCP/IP headers. Olsson et al 
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(United States Patent No.: US 6,845,105 B1) disclose the problems of dropping packets 
with compressed headers; Fitzgerald (United States Patent No.; US 6,886,040 B1) 
discloses transmitting larger payloads during congestion in order to reduce the 
percentage of overhead. 

1 8. Any response to this Office Action should be faxed to (571 ) 273-8300 or 

mailed to: 

Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 2231 3-1 450 

Hand-delivered responses should be brought to 

Customer Service Window 
Randolph Building 
401 Dulany Street 
Alexandria, VA 22314 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 

examiner should be directed to German Viana Di Prisco whose telephone number is 

(571 ) 270-1781 . The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday 

7:30-5:00 EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ken Vanderpuye can be reached on (571) 272-3078. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for Unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

German Viana Di Prisco 
September 14, 2007 



KENNETH vANDERPUYE 
SUPERVISORY PATiNT EXAMINER 
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